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The purpose of this study was to P.Xaroine the effect that a paradigm
shift from a junior high departmental model to a middle school team model had
in one rural mid-western school district. The relationship between professional
development in collaborative teaming and teaching, and the effective use of
these skills, was studied. The researcher took the role of participant observer
in order to obtain an inside view of the school for this case study. Participants
were observed during team meetings and completed a questionnaire that
addressed the identified variables related to interdisciplinary teaming,
collaborative teaching, professional development, and administrative support.
Overall, it was concluded that the middle school team model can provide
positive experiences for teachers and students.
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INTRODUCTION
Schools across America are being challenged to develop new
approaches in providing an equal education for all students, regardless of
special learning needs or perceived disabilities. The challenge is to provide
an education that results in students who are competent both academically
and socially. The middle school team model provides an effective framework
for assuring that all students can succeed in the general education
classroom (Bradley & Fisher, 1995; Gritzmacher & Larkin, 1993; Walther
Thomas & Carter, 1993).
In order to examine the effectiveness of one school district's efforts at
moving to a middle school model and the impact on educational reform, one
must first examine existing research regarding the components and
variables that are associated with such a paradigm shift. A review of the
literature associated with educational reform of this type includes articles
and studies focused on ( a) the middle school model, (b) interdisciplin ary
teams, (c) collaborative teaching, (d) administrative support, and (e)
professional development.
Middle School Model
In 1950, the emergence of the Middle School Model heralded the
recognition of the unique needs of students between the ages of 10 and 14.
Middle schools were based on an individualized approach to education where
particular emphasis was placed on developing instructional programs that
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addressed the educational, social, and personal development of each student
(Doob, 1975).
Initial developers of middle school programs recognized the
importance of having students and teachers organized around a team
approach and discouraged strict adherence to grade levels and/or labels
(Educational Facilities Laboratories, 1962). Students in middle school have
an increased need for opportunities to learn at their individual levels.
However, placing students in groups based on their ability or special needs
may serve to hinder the students' potential for learning. According to
Manning (1993 ), research indicates that heterogeneous, rather than
homogeneous, grouping 11 contributes to students' overall development" (p.
55 ). In support of heterogeneous grouping, interdisciplinary collaborative
teams are developed to work with groups and individual students within a
flexible curriculum that allows for a wide range of abilities and needs
(Alexander, 1995).
Erb and Doda (1989) identified teaming as the cornerstone of the
middle school concept. Because teaming facilitates collaboration it has
changed the professional and interpersonal dynamics for teachers and
students . The teaming concept has caused the paradigm shift in the middle
school (Mills & Pollack, 1993 ).
Interdisciplinary Teams
Effective interdisciplinary teams are considered to be one of the most
important elements of the middle school philosophy. They have made
individualization and heterogeneous grouping a feasible component of the
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middle school concept and allowed for a collaborative process to take place
in the development and implementation of services to students
(Gritzmacher & Larkin, 1993). George (1988) states that "virtually every
middle school in the country that is identified as an outstanding model of
early adolescent education boasts a strong team organization at its center"
(p. 15).
Interdisciplin ary collaborative teaming involves the organization of
teachers into groups to work together and share the responsibilities
involved in the education of a specific group of students. In order for teams
to be collaborative, they must have the following variables in place: ( a)
effective communication and problem solving skills, (b) a sense of shared
responsibility, (c) trust in others' professional decisions and actions, and (d)
a mutual goal for the team (Allen-Meares & Pugach, 1982; Cook & Friend,
1991; Whitten & Dieker, 1995). Ultimately, collaborative teaming should
result in "more communication, coordination, and cooperation"
(Gritzmacher & Larkin, 1993, p. 29) among teachers.
'Th.e interdisciplinary teams associated with the middle school model
commonly consist of 100 to 125 students facilitated by a 4 to 6 member
teacher team. According to the 1989 Carnegie report 11 1\rrning Points:
Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century" (as cited in Walsh &
Shay, 1993) middle school teachers must be prepared to work and teach
together in interdisciplinary teams. Because students are put into
heterogeneous groups, students with disabilities are commonly found in
middle school teams. 'Th.e inclusion of students with a wide range of abilities
requires that interdisciplinary teams be willing to collaborate with
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consultants and special educators and to accept special educators as
members of the team. When special educators are members of the team,
they can share in the curriculum planning, behavior management, and
instrnction of all students served by the team (Gritzmacher & Larkin,
1993).
Collaborative Teaching
Collaborative teaching (co-teaching) is a service delivery model that
supports the middle school team approach. It can be defined as an effort to
''provide effective instrnction to a heterogeneous group of
students....through the intentional collaborative efforts between the general
and special education teachers" ( Dynak., Whitten, & Dynak., 1996).
Collaborative teaching can involve either general educators, or a general
educator and a special educator, sharing instruction. The goal of
collaborative teaching should be to facilitate and improve student
performance and achievement. In order for collaborative teaching to be
effective, several components must be considered. First, common planning
time is important to successful implementation. The teachers involved in
co-teaching need time to discuss and plan lesson content, instrnctional
methodologies, assessment criteria, and classroom management policies.
Secondly, teachers must make decisions regarding the roles that each will
fulfill before, during, and after presentation of the lesson (White & White,
1992).
An understanding of the various models of collaborative teaching and
the responsibilities each teacher will assume is imperative to successful
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implementation of classroom teaming. Dynak, Whitten, and Dynak (1996)
describe five models of collaborative teaching that clearly define the roles
that teachers can assume when sharing classroom instruction. These
models are labeled 11 complementary teaching, parallel teaching, station
teaching, alternative teaching, and shared teaching. 11 Each of these five
models emphasize the importance of teachers sharing in the planning,
implementation, and evaluation of instruction.
Professional Development
The key to any attempt at changing or reforming educational
institutions is effective professional development. Opportunities must be
provided for teachers to become aware of alternatives to traditional
teaching practices, to develop new skills, and to change their own practice
to better meet the needs of a diverse group of students. Teachers must be
encouraged to re.fleet on the effectiveness of their current practices. They
should be supported in their attempts to develop new ideologies about the
best way to educate all students (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995;
Sykes, 1996).
Lauro (1995) outlines five approaches to professional development
that may be found in schools. He describes approaches that include (1)
comprehensive on-going training from outside professionals, (2) one time
training sessions conducted by outside experts, (3) attendance at
professional conferences, (4) peer trainers for in-house professional
development, and (5) periodic video training sessions. The most important
consideration when deciding on an approach, however, is that professional
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development is most effective when it is teacher driven. The traditional
"top-down" approach has not proven to result in successful development of
programs or teaching methods (Lauro, 1995; Lieberman, 1995).
Preparation in effective commwrication, collaboration, and teaming
is essential if professional development and school reform efforts are to be
successful (Whitten & Dieker, 1995). According to Bos (1995), professional
development that results in teacher change includes teachers "working in
collaborative and supportive contexts" (p. 379) and it includes "developing
a common language" (p. 379). When professional development is focused on
changes that involve addressing the needs of students at-risk, or students
identified for special education services, collaborative problem solving and
effective commwrication skills become particularly important (Braaten,
Mennes, Brown, & Samuels, 1992; Cook & Friend, 1991; Cook & Friend,
1990; Schumm & Vaughn, 1995; White & White, 1992). Howell, (1991)
described the implementation of a program for students at-risk that
included professional development in interpersonal collaborative skills,
collaborative problem solving skills, and specific classroom strategies, as
resulting in positive attitudes from teachers. Merenhloom (1996) points out
that it is also important for teacher teams and school administrators to
consider research that indicates that it may take as long as five years to
develop fully successful teams. In addition, Merenhloom stresses that
training and practice in conflict resolution is an important factor in
successful teaming.
Schumm and Vaughn (1995) describe a study that attempted to
determine the best approach for providing professional development that
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would result in more inclusion of students in special education and those
considered at-risk in the general education classroom. Their study looked at
two stages of professional development, which they referred to as
exploration and collaboration, it determined that more effective
collaboration results if peer trainers are provided to bridge the gap between
outside experts and the rest of the school staff.
Administrative Support
illtimately, systemic change which includes a collaborative team
approach cannot succeed without clear administrative support.
Administrators must be committed to the concept of teaming and willing to
provide support to all the components of successful implementation and
maintenance of an interdisciplinary team approach. Support is best
demonstrated by administrators who get personally involved in every
aspect of the model. This includes providing a structure that supports on
going teaming. Administrators need to work with teachers to develop
schedules that allow sufficient time for team collaboration (Allen-Meares &
Pugach, 1982; Bradley & Fisher, 1995) and to assure that enough staff
with collaborative skills are available to work on each team (Braaten,
Mennes, Brown, & Samuels, 1992).
Professional development programs that assist in the
implementation of a tean1 model should include principals and teachers
learning together in order to establish a working level of trust and
commitment (Evans, 1991 ). Building principals play a very important role
in (a) helping staff establish a clear understanding of the purpose of
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collaboration, (b J developing structure and methods for collaborative
problem solving and conflict resolution, and (c) providing a model of effective
collaboration and teaming (Allen-Meares & Pugach, 1982; Whitten, 1996).

THE CASE STUDY
An ethnographic case study of four middle school teams in their
second year of implementation of a team model is presented in this report.
'This approach was used to develop a better understanding of how teachers
perceived and operationalized their roles within the model. Ethnographic
research is a qualitative method that focuses on the cultural norms that
develop when groups of people associate with each other on a regular basis.
Most qualitative research can be described as case studies in that they are
personal investigations of people and/or institutions that seek to gain
knowledge of how a system or culture is working (Gay, 1996).
Although anthropologists have used this type of research since the
beginning of this century, ethnographic case studies were not evident in
educational research until the late 1940's. Crossley and Vulliamy (1984)
describe the history and purpose of ethnographic case studies in
educational research. Early case studies focused on student ethnicity and
school cultures. By the 1970's however, there was a movement to begin
using qualitative methods to evaluate educational systems. It was
suggested that quantitative approaches alone did not provide enough
information to help bring about needed system reform. Critics of purely
quantitative studies felt that ''undue attention to learner outcomes and
objectives restricted the scope of evaluation and failed to show curriculum
developers how to improve upon the (often limited) impact of their
innovatory programmes" (p. 194). The use of ethnographic case study
9
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research provides educators with information on the inner workings of the
school commmrity and helps to nncover the variables that can determine
the success or failure of programs and practices.

ME'Il-10D
In order to conduct a case study, the researcher must first determine
what role to play within the culture. Tiris study was completed with the
researcher taking on the role of participant observer. Participant
observation resulted in the development of personal understanding of the
day to day operation of the middle school team model. A questionnaire was
also used to examine the perceptions that participants had regarding
specific components of the middle school model. However,
according to Crossley and Vulliamy (1984)
Questionnaire surveys are prone to... rhetoric, where
respondents are often unwilling to admit 'failures' for fear they
will be partly blamed for them, and questionnaires also have
difficulty focusing upon either the process or the unanticipated
outcomes of innovations (p. 198)
The opportunity to observe and participate within the model provided a
means of checking the validity of responses given on the participant
questionnaire.
1bis study consisted of three phases. Establishing a relationship
with the subjects was Phase I of this study. Initial contact with, and
observation of, the teams took place during the first three months of the
school year. Observations of teams took place on a weekly basis with each
team being observed three times. Phase I offered an opportunity to
establish a working relationship with the school teachers, administrators,
and staff. The observations that were conducted during this time resulted in
the development of several questions concerning the middle school model
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and the effectiveness of interdisciplinary teaming. In addition, this phase
provided an opportunity to give feedback to the teams on their use of a
collaborative approach to problem solving.
Based on the questions that evolved from the original observations,
the researcher decided to return to the school as a participant of one of the
8th grade teams. The participation included providing instruction in the
special education resource room and involvement in all team activities.
Phase II of this study involved observations of team meetings and
classroom instruction. The final phase, Phase III, resulted in
documentation of teacher attitudes and perceptions through the completion
of a questionnaire.
Participants
Participants in this study were 27 middle school teachers. They
included 24 general education teachers and 3 special education teachers. All
of the teachers selected for the study (n=27) agreed to participate in Phase
II. Of the 27 teachers participating in this study, 19 general education and
2 special education teachers agreed to participate in Phase III. The
teachers who agreed to participate in Phase III included seven 7th grade
teachers, eleven 8th grade teachers, and three teachers who taught both
7th and 8th grade. The teachers involved in this phase had teaching
experience that ranged from two to thirty years, with an average of 13.5
years. The range of experience at the middle school level was two to twenty
nine years, with an average of nine years .. Nine of the teachers who
participated in Phase III were male and twelve were female. All academic
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subjects were represented as well as special education, computer education,
physical education, and technology education
Setting
'Th.is middle school is located in a rural mid-western state. The school
district serves approximately 3,000 students who live in seven
communities. The transition from a junior high school to a middle school
was undertaken by the district in a successful attempt to move from
candidacy status to full North Central Association accreditation
(Anonymous, 1994). At the time of the study, the school was in its second
year of implementation as a middle school.
Of the four instructional teams, one 7th grade team and two 8th
grade teams had one special educator and four general educators. One 7th
grade team did not have a special educator because it had no students
identified in need of special education services. Approximately 125 students
were assi gned to each instructional team. In organizing the teams every
attempt was made by the administration to assign team members to
adjoining classrooms, in order to facilitate the collaborative teaming
process; however, due to the aging junior high school building, each team
had at least one teacher whose classroom was located on a different
corridor or floor of the building. Both 8th grade teams had special education
resource rooms located among their team. The 7th grade special education
resource room, however, was located on the opposite end of the building
from the other classrooms on that team.
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The students on each team were comprised of a heterogeneous mix of
aptitude and achievement. In addition, the district's students consist of
about one percent African American, one percent Asian, one percent
Native American, and ninety-seven percent Caucasian (R. B. personal
communication, November 14, 1995).The faculty at the middle school is
100 percent Caucasian, which is fairly reflective of the student body.
Observations
A combination of formal and informal observations were used to
document each team's use of a collaborative approach. Phase I of this
study provided information that resulted in the development of the protocol
used for formal observations (see Append.ix A). Each formal observation
involved observing for the full 45 minute team period. Information recorded
during formal team observations identified whether or not specific
components of collaborative teaming were being used. Those components
included (a) analysis of problem, (b) generation of a goal statement, (c)
development of an intervention plan, and (d) consensus reaching. The type
of problems addressed and the effective use of time was also recorded during
observations. In addition to the formal observations, the observer was able
to complete several informal observations that involved shorter periods (5
to 15 minutes) that were documented in an anecdotal format focusing more
on interpersonal communication styles.
During Phase II of this study each team was asked to inform the
observer of any opportunities to observe co-teaching situations and to allow
observations of instructional practices. Teachers were assured that the
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data collected during these observations would reflect the type of
instruction taking place and would not make judgments as to the quality of
that instruction. No notification of co-teaching situations were received
during the study period. Although no co-teaching was observed during the
study, co-teaching was observed twice during Phase I of the study.
Written Questionnaire
During Phase III of the study, teachers on each team were asked to
complete a questionnaire containing seventeen questions (See Appendix B).
Questions were designed to provide infonnation on (a) preparation in
collaboration and/or teaming, (b) use of effective collaboration/teaming
practices, (c) use of collaboration/teaming to develop intervention plans for
students' academic and/or behavioral problems, (d) effect of teaming on
general and special education students, (e) change in teachers' instructional
methods, (f) preparation in co-teaching, (g) use of co-teaching, (h)
administrative support for collaboration/teaming, and (i) teacher attitude
toward continuation of collaboration/teaming. Of the 1 7 questions included
on the questionnaire, 10 were open ended. 'Ibis format provided teachers an
opportunity to share their perceptions on the targeted components on a
more personal level.
Data Analysis
Observational records were used to test validity of responses to
topics, addressed on the questionnaire. In order to code the 10 open ended
items, a transcript of each participant's responses was first compiled. The
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transcripts were then analyzed by the observer, using a system for
evaluating written responses described by Johnson and LaMontagne ( 1993)
to detennine general categories. The categories were established based on
specific words and general phrases used by the participants. The categories
that were generated were then arranged in a nominal code to facilitate a
comparison of frequency of responses.
The observer and one other scorer used the initial code to score the
responses of each participant. 'Ihe initial round of coding of the
questionnaires resulted in an 80% agreement between the first two scorers.
Categories that resulted in disagreement between the initial two scorers
were then discussed and definitions of categories were adjusted to facilitate
clearer interpretations by scorers. As a result of a re-analysis of responses
and categories, consensus was reached on all items. Appropriate changes to
the coding system were made prior to the final round of coding.
An additional round of coding was completed by a third scorer and
resulted in an 81 % agreement between the first two scorers and the third
scorer. The observer and the third scorer discussed each item of
disagreement to assure a better understanding of code definitions. The
shared analysis of these items resulted in consensus on 97% of all items.
Limitations
When considering the implications of the findings presented, one
must take into consideration certain limitations. The amount of time that
was available for data collection placed limits on the findings generated by
this study. Phase I spanned a three month period and resulted in the
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development of relationships with the participants and interest in
developing the study. The observations that took place dtrri.ng this phase
helped to shape the questions used in the questionnaire, but did not result in
data that could be analyzed for the study .findings. The .findings presented
are limited to data collected during Phase II and Phase III, which was
limited to five weeks and did not allow enough. time to develop new questions
based on the participation experience.
In addition, because this study involved one rural middle school, the
number of participants involved was relatively small Although insight into
the outcomes of a change process and the perceptions of teachers involved
in that process are presented, reliable generalization to other settings can
not be implied by the .findings of this study. The information collected during
Phase II and III did, however, result in .findings that can be correlated to
opinions and studies available in the professional literature.

FINDINGS
Responses on the questionnaire that relate to (a) interdisciplinary
teams, (b) collaborative teaching, (c) professional development, and (d)
administrative support were analyzed individually. (Table C3 in Appenrux C
provides results of all responses on the questionnaire.) The summary of
.findings includes analysis of information obtained from both the
questionnaire and the observations.
Interdisciplinary Teams
Questionnaire
The use of interdisciplinary teams clearly has the support of
teachers involved in this study. (Table Cl in Appendix C provides results
from all questions related to interdisciplinary teaming.) Responses from the
open-ended questions included comments such as I would never want to go
11

back to a traditional approach. Even though we are still in a developing
stage, I have seen so many positive effects, special education,. as well as
general education." and I hope it continues, it's wonderlul for the kids.
11

11

Twenty of the twenty-one participants felt that the team approach should
be continued in their school. The same number of respondents (n=20)
indicated that they felt the team's collaboration time was useful. Team
meetings had a variety of purposes including (a) coordination of
assignments and tests, (b J scheduling concerns, ( c) student academic
performance and (d) curriculum issues. Concerns about academic problems
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were considered to be the most frequently addressed issue (n=7 J, followed by
curriculum issues (n=4) and behavior problems (n=3). In addition, several
respondents felt that combinations of issues were equally important
(academic and behavior problems; academic problems and curriculum; and
academic problems, behavior problems, and curriculum). Overall, academic
problems were referred to on the majority of the questionnaires.
Team time was also used to communicate concerns to students and
parents. Questionnaire participants agreed (n= 14) that they had more
effective communication with students as a result of the team approach.
'!hey also agreed (n=16) that their communication with parents was more
effective as a team. Teachers seemed to feel that they were more effective
in these communications because they were being supported by the
members of their team. Responses included "We now speak as a group
instead of as individuals." The fact that teachers on the team share one
group of students appeared to lead to better communication as well. For
example, one teacher responded "Because my kids only have one English,
one math, one science, one history teacher, I can find out things about them
immediately at one team meeting each day rather than chasing all over the
building to a multitude of ... teachers, ... It was tough communicating before
we had the Middle School." On communicating with parents responses
included, "All of us can meet with a parent at one time and present a
cohesive, united front" and "We communicate more because we can take
turns contacting parents."
Twenty (n=20) of the participants felt that the team approach
improved the educational experience for all students and resulted in more

inclusion of students identified as disabled. Responses included "The team
approach has been a good educational experience for Olli" students" and "I
think we are much better at meeting students needs." Teachers also
indicated that "by teaming we keep the SPED students in with the regular
classrooms" and "when sufficient support for students occlll"s, students
benefit."
Sixteen (n= 16) of the respondents felt that their team had a shared
goal. Team consensus on intervention plans was agreed on by 19 of the
participants. Changes in teaching style was reported by 12 of the
respondents and included increased ( a) interdisciplinary approaches, (b)
awareness of personal teaching style, (c) awareness of others teaching
styles, and ( d) use of a variety of teaching styles. Responses to the question
regarding teaching style included "It has made me more flexible and has
helped me work on an interdisciplin ary approach" and "I'm more comfy as a
teacher."
Observations
Observations of team meetings confirmed that most teachers had a
positive attitude toward interdisciplinary teaming. Each team had a
system for gathering information from members before the daily meetings
to facilitate effective use of meeting time. The system of gathering
information on academic assignments, that was used on the 8th grade
team on which the observer participated, helped the team to be aware of
what the work load was for the students and what adjustments might need
to be made in the schedule to facilitate activities or testing.
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Although the academic problems were considered the most
frequently addressed problems, there seemed to be a fairly equal balance
between time spent on students' academic performance and curriculum
issues. Time spent communicating with students and parents was
important to all teams. During the study, there were several opportunities
to observe teams communicating with students and parents. Teams freely
used their meeting time to have conferences with parents. The observer
had several opportunities to witness teachers meeting with parents to
discuss shared concerns regarding a student. The parent meetings that
were observed were conducted in a pleasant manner, however, there didn't
appear to be an emphasis on developing collaborative plans between
parents, students, and teachers. At one such meeting, a parent came in to
express concern regarding a student's attitude toward school. The team
listened to the parent's concerns and then gave feedback to express
appreciation that the parent had come in and assurance that the concerns
would be addressed. No specific plan of action was agreed to and no follow
up meeting was scheduled.
Communication with students was focused primarily on recognizing
positive attributes and occasionally on students' academic or behavioral
problems. Most teams had some sort of regularly scheduled student
recognition award and would have the student come into a team meeting to
be told how well they were doing in some particular academic or behavioral
area.
Observations in team meetings and classrooms confirmed that
teachers were using a variety of teaching approaches and benefiting from

sharing information on the results of techniques being used in various
rooms. Consensus on intervention plans for students appeared to be at the
90% level or above.
Collaborative Teaching
Questionnaire
The questionnaire completed by the participants also addressed the
use of collaborative teaching. (Table C2 in Appendix C provides results from
all questions related to co-teaching.) Eleven (n=ll) of the respondents
agreed co-teaching should be part of the special education service delivery
in their school
The participants were asked to report if they had experience coteaching. Of the twelve participants who had co-taugh, one special educator
indicated experience co-teaching with both regular and special educators
and one special educator indicated no experience co-teaching at this school.
The general educators who had co-taught had done so primarily with either
the math or the reading consultant and not with the special educators. Of
the teachers who reported no use of co-teaching, only one (n=l) reported
training in co-teaching.
Observations
Collaborative teaching was not discussed during any of the observed
team meetings. During the time of the study, co-teaching was not observed
in any classrooms. However, co-teaching involving a special educator and a
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general educator, as well as a consultant and a general educator, had been
observed during the initial contact with the school.
Professional Development
Questionnaire
The level of professional development, or training in two areas was
considered. In the area of collaboration or teaming 13 of the respondents
reported having been involved in either form.al or informal training. By
contrast, only four (n=4) of the respondents reported participating in any
form of training in co-teaching models. Only one participant, who reported
little training in collaboration and none in co-teaching, indicated the desire
for more training in teaming.
Observations
During time spent with teams and individual teachers, the observer
was asked to share information on collaborative teaming skills. The
possibility of having the administration provide more in-service on middle
school models was also mentioned. Discussion of training in co-teaching was
never observed.
Administrative Support
Questionnaire
Of the twenty-one (n=21) teachers who agreed to complete the
questionnaire, twenty (n=20) indicated that they felt the administrative
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support was excellent and one (n=l) felt that it was good. None of the
teachers indicated feeling that support was not adequate or missing from
the efforts to implement a successful middle school team model. Several of
the responses included comments regarding the principal's role. For
example, he was described as "very supportive and instrumental in
promoting the Middle School concept/teams of teachers working as cohesive
units" and that he "gave us the impetus to get started." Overall, most of the
comments were either "very supportive" or "excellent."
Observations
The school principal was observed at many team meetings. He
served to provide information and support to the teachers and students on
the teams. The principal participated in problem solving with the teams,
but never assumed the role of team leader. All of the teachers seemed to
accept him as an equal member of the team when he was in attendance,
however, his presence did result in most teams conducting their meetings
using slightly more structure than was observed when the principal was not
in attendance.

DISCUSSION
Interdisciplinary Teams
The .findings of this study suggest that implementation of a middle
school model using interdisciplinary teams has, thus far, been positive.
Team members are comfortable working together and perceive their efforts
as having a positive effect on the education of all the students in the school.
They have worked to develop systems to improve communication of
curricular information and efficiency of meeting time. Although no team
used a systematic problem solving method to deal with issues, all teams
had developed some method of logging meeting minutes and outcomes,
which was used to facilitate the decision making process as new issues were
addressed.
Even though teachers indicated that a majority of the team time
was spent dealing with students' academic problems, observations revealed
that equal amounts of time were spent dealing with curricular issues, such
as planning themes for exploratory classes and providing information on
scheduling of assignments and tests. 'The use of team time to develop
interdisciplinary teaching themes varied between teams, but did not appear
to be a clear goal for any team in the school. However, improved awareness
and appreciation of a variety of teaching approaches was an outcome of the
interdisciplin ary team for many of the teachers.

Collaborative Teaching
Although more than half of the questionnaire respondents felt that
co-teaching should be an instructional strategy used in the classrooms,
especially when students receiving special education services are included
in the general education classroom, collaborative teaching has not become
a standard element of this middle school team model. This is probably due
to the fact that only four (n=4) out of twenty-one (n=21) of the participants
indicated having any training in co-teaching. Since co-teaching is often
regarded as a service delivery model for special education, it is not
surprising that the two special educators who participated in the
questionnaire, both 8th grade team members, agreed that co-teaching
should be part of the special education service delivery. Only one of these
teachers, however, indicated any trairung or use of co-teaching. In addition,
the 7th grade special educator, who did not complete a questionnaire, did not
appear to be involved in co-teaching at any level.
Professional Development
Preparation for implementation of the middle school team model was
focused primarily on methods of organizing and scheduling to facilitate a
paradigm shift from the junior high departmental model. Although all of the
teachers in the study had been involved in training with the middle school
consultant, only six (n=6) indicated formal training and eight (n=8) reported
informal training in collaboration or teaming. Lack of trairung in
collaborative problem solving was evident, as was lack of trairung in co-

teaching. Plans for further professional development in effective teaming
were not revealed during the time of the study.
Administrative Support
The district administrators, in particular the school principal, can be
given credit for much of the initial success with the implementation of a
team approach. The teachers clearly feel that their efforts are, not only
supported, but appreciated and recognized. Teachers have been empowered
to explore options that will lead to more effective operation of the teams and
education of the students. The principal 1 s willingness to allow this study to
take place reflected, not only confidence in the teams, but a desire to gain
insight on directions the school should consider. This attitude was evident
during the initial contact with the school when the principal asked the
observer to share information and suggestions with the team.
The relationship between professional development methods and
content seem to have played a role in the cun-ent level of implementation of
the teaming model. The school district provided the teachers with training,
prior to implementation of the middle school modeL by bringing in a
consultant for a one day workshop. The consultant returned during the first
year of implementation to provide feedback and support to each team.
During the second year, when this study was undertaken, no outside
consultants were used to further professional development in collaborative
teaming. 'Th.e approach to professional development used at this school
(workshop with minimal follow-up by an outside consultant) is not
considered to be the most successful (Lauro, 1995 ).

Observations of the teams indicated that there was little or no
training in effective communication or in collaborative problem solving
techniques. These components are considered essential if lasting system
reform is to be expected (Cook and Friend, 1990; Whitten & Dieker, 1995;
West and Cannon, 1988). In addition, the teams had no system of
formative evaluation to help them reflect on there performance, or any
professional support to assist in the development of better teaming and
instructional practices. These elements are also considered important for
the ultimate success of reform efforts (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin,
1995; Sykes, 1996).
While training in the middle school model has resulted in the
successful implementation of a team model, lack of training in co-teaching
appears to be related to the relative absence of co-teaching on a regular
basis in the classrooms. Although the important element of planning time
for co-teaching (White & White, 1992) is available during team and
personal preparation pericxls, training in the models and uses of co-teaching,
as described by Dynak, Whitten, and Dynak (1996), has not taken place.
The weakness in the area of professional development has been
offset by operational support received from the administration. The effect
that administrative support has on successful implementation of
collaborative teaming is clear from the findings. While the administration
has not provided on-going training to assure teams continue to grow in
effectiveness, the principal of the school has been very involved in the team
process. Most of the teachers felt that the administration had done an
excellent job of supporting their efforts and the continuation of the model.

Teams were encouraged to use their time in an organized and productive
manner. The principal allowed teams to determine their own styles of
teaming and instruction, and to modify the cun-iculum to meet the needs of
the students on the teams. When teams needed help in resolving issues or
conflicts, the principal willing served as mediator to facilitate group
consensus, rather than using a more 11 top down11 authoritative approach.

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, this study indicates that the teachers feel that the
team model has produced positive results for students. These findings are
similar to those reported by others that middle schools designed around an
interdisciplin ary collaborative team model present an excellent opportunity
for assuring an effective educational experience for all students (Braaten,
Mennes, Brown, & Samuels, 1992; Bradley & Fisher, 1995; White & White,
1992; York & Vandercook, 1990). The findings of this study also imply the
need for continuing professional development that is focused on
collaborative practices. School districts involved in this level of system
change need to plan professional development programs that are on-going
and include training in effective communication, problem solving, conflict
resolution, and collaborative teaming and teaching (Allen-Meares &
Pugach, 1982; Cook & Friend, 1990; Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin,
1995; White & White, 1992; Whitten & Dieker, 1993), as well as in the
organization and scheduling needed for middle school teaming. Attention
must be given, not only to initial preparation for change, but to the on-going
professional development of the teachers and staff involved (Lauro, 1995;
Lieberman, 1995; Mills & Pollak, 1993; Schumm & Vaughn, 1995).
'Th.is study provides some in-sight as to the direction that future
research can take to examine the impact of interdisciplinary teaming on
educational reform. Walsh and Shay (1993) report that there are 11 few
carefully executed research studies which have been conducted on the
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actual effects of the interdisciplinary team concept" (p. 58). Further
research needs to address ways that the middle school team model can be
implemented to promote more collaborative communication and problem
solving to promote positive educational reform and to assure that all
students succeed.

AppendixA
Team Observation Protocol
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Team Observation Protocol
Use of collaborative process evident
Yes

No

Effective use of time evident?
Yes

No

Type of problem(s) identified
Student academic problem
Student behavior problem
Curriculum issue
Problem analyzed?
Yes

No

Goal statement generated?
Yes

No

Intervention plan developed?
Yes

No

Consensus reached?
Yes

No

AppendixB

Questionnaire
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Questionnaire

Participant Number

Grade Level Taught____
Subject Taught______

Male__ Female__

Years of Teaching Experience______
Years Teaching at Middle School Level_____
I. What training in collaboration or teaming have you had?

2. How do you think the team approach being used at this school has effected the
educational experience for the students? Has it improved?

3. Do you think the team approach has helped include special education students in the
general education classroom? In what ways?
4. Do you feel that your team has a clear goal? Yes__

No __

5. Do you feel that your team's goal is shared by all the members?
Yes__

No__

6. do you feel that your team collaboration time is useful? Yes__ No__
7. Do you feel that you have enough time to successfully collaborate with other team
members?

Yes__

No __

8. What is most of your collaboration time used for? (Put a check next to the best
choice)
Student academic problems__

Student behavior problems__

Curriculum planning__
9. Is your team usually able to reach consensus on intervention plans for students?
Yes__

No __

36
I 0. How has the team approach changed the way you communicate with students?

11. How has the team approach changed your communication with parents?

12. How has the team approach had an impact on your teaching style?

13. What training have you had in co-teaching?

14. Do you co-teach with other general education teachers; special education teachers;
or both?

15. Do you feel that co-teaching should be part of the special education service delivery
atthisschool? Yes__

No__

16. How do you feel about continuing the team approach at this school?

17. How do you feel about the support that the school administration has given you?

AppendixC
Questionnaire Tables
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Table Cl
Questionnaire It.ems Related to Interdisciplinary Teams
Question

Frequency - Code

1. How do you feel about continuing the team
approach at this school?

A. 20 (95%)-Definitely Continue
B. 1 ( 5%)-Unsure

2. Do you feel that your team's collaboration
time is useful?

A. 20 (95%)-Yes
B. 0 ( 0%)-No
C. 1 ( 5%)-No Response

3. What is most of your collaboration time used A. 7 (33%)-Academic Problems
B. 3 (15%)-Behavior Problems
for?
C. 4 (19%)-Curriculum Problems
D. 4 (19%)-Academ.ic & Behavior
E. 1 ( 5%)-Academic & Curriculum
F 1 ( 5%)-All
G. 1 ( 5%)-No Response
4. How has the team approach changed the
way you communicate with students?

A. 14 (67%)-More Effective
B. 3 (14%)-No Effect
C. 3 (14%)-Uncertain
D. 1 ( 5%)-No Response

5. How has the team approach changed the
way you communicate with parents?

A. 16 (76%)-More Effective
B. 3 (14%)-No Effect
C. 1 ( 5%)- Uncertain
D. 1 ( 5%)-No Response

6. How do you think the team approach has
effected the educational experience for the
students?

A. 19 (90%)-Greatly Improved
B. 1 ( 5%)-Somewhat Improved
C. 1 ( 5%)-No Change

7. Do you think the team approach has helped
include special education students in the
general education classroom?

A. 15 (71%)-Much More Included
B. 5 (24%)-Somewhat More Included
C. 1 ( 5%)-No Change

8. Do you feel that your team's goal is shared by A. 16 (76%) - Yes
B. 4 (19%)-No
all members?
C. 1 ( 5%)-No Response
9. Is your team usually able to reach consensus A. 19 (90%)-Yes
B. 1 ( 5%)-No
on intervention plans?
C. 1 ( 5%)-No Response
10. How has the team approach had an impact A. 12 (57%)-Change in Teaching Style
B. 5 (24%)-Uncertain
on your teaching style?
C. 4 (19%)-No Change
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TableC2
Questionnaire Items Related toCo-teaching

Question

Frequency

Code

1. Do you feel co-teaching
should be part of the special
education service delivery at
this school?

1. = 11(52%)

2. = 5(24%)
3. = 5(24%)

Yes
No
No response

2. Do you co-teach with other
general education teachers,
special education teachers, or
both

1. = 2(10%)
2. = 6(28%)
3. = 4(19%)
4. = 9(43%)

Regular Educators
Special Educators
Both
None
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Table C3
Frequency of Responses to Questionnaire
Question
l.What training in collaboration or teaming have
you had?

1. Formal Training
2 Informal Training
3. None

1. = 5 (24%)
2 = 8 (38%)
3. = 8 (38%)

2. How do you think the team approach being used
at this school has effected the educational
experience for the students?

1.. Greatly improved
2. Somewhat improved
3. No change
4. Negative effect

1.
2.
3.
4.

=
=
=
=

20 (95%)
1 (05%)
0 (00%)
0 (00%)

3. Do you think the team approach has helped
include special education students in the general
education classroom?

1. Much more included
2. Somewhat more
included
3. No change
4. Less included
1. Yes
2. No
3. No response

1. =
2. =
3. =
4. =

15 (71%)
5 (24%)
1 (05%)
0 (00%)

1. = 16 (76%)
2. = 4 (19%)
3. = 1 (05%)

1. Yes
2. No
3. No response

1. = 16 (76%)
2. = 4 (19%)
3. = 1 (05%)

6. Do you feel that your team's collaboration time is 1. Yes
useful?
2. No
3. No response

1. = 20 (95%)
2. = 0 (00%)
3. = 1 (05%)

7. Do you feel that you have enough time to
successfully collaborate with other team members?

1. Yes
2. No
3. No response

1. = 17 (81%)
2. = 4 (19%)
3. = 0 (00%)

8. What is most of your collaboration time used for?

1. Academic problems
2. Behavior problems
3. Curriculum problems
4. Academic & behavior
5. Academic &
curriculum
6. Behavior &
curriculum
7. All
8. No response
1. Yes
2. No
3. No response

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

1. More effective
2. No effect
3. Uncertain
4. No response

1.
2.
3.
4.

4. Do you feel that your team has a clear goal?

5. Do you feel that your team's goal is shared by all
members?

9. Is your team usually able to reach consensus on
intervention plans?
10. How has the team approach changed the way
you communicate with students?

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

7 (33%)
3 (15%)
4 (19%)
4 (19%)
1 (05%)
0 (00%)
1 (05%)
1 (05%)

1. = 19 (90%)
2. = 1 (05%)
3. = 1 (05%)
=
=
=
=

14 (67%)
3 (14%)
3 (14%)
1 (05%)

41

12. How has the team approach had an impact on
your teaching style?
13. What training have you had in co-teaching?

1. Change in teaching
style
2. Uncertain
3. No Change
1. Formal training
2. Informal training
3. None

1. = 11 (57%)
2. = 5 (24%)
3. = 4 (19%)
1. = 1 (05%)
2. = 3 (14%)
3. = 17 (81%)

14. Do you co-teach with other general education
teachers, special education teachers, or both?

1. Regular Educators
2. Special Educators
and/or Consultants
3. Both
4. None

1.
2.
3.
4.

15. Do you feel co-teaching should be part of the
special education service delivery at this school?

1. Yes
2. No
3. No response

1. = 11 (52%)
2. = 5 (24%)
3. = 5 (24%)

16. How do you feel about continuing the team
approach at this school?

1. Definitely continue
2. Unsure
3. Neutral
4. Discontinue

1.
2.
3.
4.

=
=
=
=

20 (95%)
1 (05%)
0 (00%)
0 (00%)

17. How do you feel about the support the school
administration has given you?

1.
2.
3.
4.

1.
2.
3.
4.

=
=
=
=

20 (95%)
1 (05%)
0 (00%)
0 (00%)

Excellent support
Good support
Inadequate support
No support

=
=
=
=

2 (10%)
6 (28%)
4 (19%)
9 (43%)

AppendixD
Protocol Clearance From the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board
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Kalamazoo. Michigan 49008-�

Human Subjects Institutional Review Board

616 387-8293

WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Elizabeth Whitten
Deborah Lehmann
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Richard A. Wright, Chair
Human Subjects Institutional Review Board
HSIRB Project # 96-0S-06 ·
May 20, 1996

lnis is to inform you that your project entitled "Effects of a Middle School Team Approach on
Service Delivery to Students with Special Needs," has been approved under the exempt category
of research. lnis approval is based upon your proposal as presented to the HSIRB, and you may
utilize human subjects only in accord with this approved proposal.
Your project is approved for a period of one year from the above date. If you should revise any
procedures relative to human subjects or materials, you must resubmit those changes for review
in order to retain approval. Should any untoward incidents or unanticipated adverse reactions
occur with the subjects in the process of this study, you must suspend the study and notify me
immediately. The HSIRB will then determine whether or not the study may continue.

·-

Please be reminded that all research involving human subjects must be accomplished in full
accord with the policies and procedures of Western Michigan University, as well as all applicable
local, state, and federal laws and regulations. Any deviation from those policies, procedures, laws
er regulations may cause immed,iate tenn.i_natioo-of approval for this project.
Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Project Expiration Date: May 20, 1997
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